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CASE STUDY: THE WITHDRAWAL OF RUSSIAN 
MILITARY FORCES FROM THE BALTIC STATES 

INTRODUCTIOK 

With the abrupt demise of the USSR m 1991, the Baltic states of Llthuama, Latvia and 

Estoma regained the independence they had lost at the start of the Second World War The 

opportumty for these new states to consolidate their sovereignty and build a stable future was 

clouded, by one ovemdmg geostrategic reality Russia’s continued dominating presence m the 

region The Baltic littoral had been part of the Russian and Soviet empires mth only sporadic 

mterru@on for more than two centuries The hstory of harsh rule by Moscow had bred few 

optimists among the poets, professors and provmclal pohtlclans who found themselves thrust 

mto positions of national leadershp Then strategic objective was unambiguous to seize this 
c 
i chance to make a clean break wTth the Soviet past and begin reintegrating the Baltic states mto 

Western economic and pohtlcal systems As they set about this task, though. they soon 

confronted a dilemma all roads to full Baltic sovereignty seemed to cut across what Russia 

viewed as its vital national mterests Resolving this dilemma was nothmg less than a question of 

national survival, but as relatively weak, newly-mdependent states, the Baltlcs had little leverage 

to brmg to bear m then dealings ulth Russia 

Moscow faced no less of a dilemma m its dealings with the Baltlcs The geostrategic 

problems created by the loss of the Soviet empn-e were enormous Vu-tually overnight, access to 

strategic defense assets m the Baltlcs had become a topic for negotiation wxth independent states 

Ethnic Russians who had lived m the Baltlcs for decades became “mstant aliens” among often 

hostile natives And Russia’s tradmon of unquestioned influence m the region was endangered 
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they regarded as Moscow’s pretensions to great power status Although Boris Yeltsm had come 

to power as a champlon of Baltic independence, his ldeahsm was soon overtaken by the realities 

of goveping Russia as it struggled to define 11s interests m ths traditIona sphere of influence 

Yeltsm s “Baltic dilemma” pltted Russia’s historic interest m dominating the Baltlcs against the 

strategic unperatlve of good relations vvlth the West, above all the United States, which regarded 

Russia’s conduct toward its neighbors as a litmus test of Moscow’s commitment to reform 

For the Clinton admmlstratlon, which had launched an ambltlous pohcy of support for 

Russian reform early m 1993, the stakes m this game were hgh Because of strong pro-Baltic 

sentlmept throughout the government and especially m Congress, domestic support for the 

Clinton pohcy toward Russia was Jeopardized to the extent that Russia was perceived as 

pursuing a pohcy of mtlmldatlon toward Latvia, Lithuania and Estoma As the Russia-Baltic 

dialogue began to deteriorate m 1993, pressure increased on Washmgton to abandon its role as a 

neutral observer and enter the fray 

The account that follows describes how ths confluence of interests among the Baltic 

states, Russia and the United States culminated over a single issue that became the central focus 

of the Russia-Baltic &alogue the effort to secure the final withdrawal of Russian rmhtary forces 

from the Baltlcs Prepared as a three-part “case study” m International tiaus, the narrative 1s 

consciously non-analytical m nature the goal 1s to present the cn-cumstantlal detals of the issue 

much as the actual partlclpants expenenced them, thereby encouraging readers to dissect and 

analyze the strategic choices and ponder the options for themselves In the most basic terms, 

then, what follows 1s a story of confllctmg strategic interests -- one that hghhghts the dilemma 

faced by a small, relatively powerless state as it struggles for leverage m its relations with a 
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bilateral discussions between states, and, perhaps most mtrrgumgly, one that describes how 

direct drplomatrc engagement at the highest levels of state can produce outcomes that are both 

utterly decisive and wholly unantrcrpated 

4 * * * * * 

PART A: INDEPENDENCE WITHOUT SOVEREIGNTY 

On August 20, 199 1, world artentron focused on Moscow, as a group of reactionary government 

and mrhtary officrals struggled to oust Soviet Presrdent Mrkharl Gorbachev and reverse hrs 

efforts fo reform the domestic and foreign pohcres of the USSR With the outcome of the 

attempted coup still m doubt, leaders m the Baltic republics met m then respective capitals, 

determmed to exploit the corn&on and weakness m Moscow to realize a long-term dream a 

final, formal severing of all ties with the USSR by means of declarations re-estabhshmg Estonia. 

Lithuania and Latvia as mdependent, sovereign states Estonia’s parhament issued its 

proclamatron August 20, the second day of the coup The Latvian statement followed the next 

day, and was published m the Sovret press alongside stones reportmg Gorbachev’s return to 

Moscow m the wake of the failure of the coup Taken together with the independence declaratron 

issued by Lrthuama m 1990, the Latvian and Estoman moves constituted the first acts m the 

physical drssolutron of the Soviet state Any fears that this tide might somehow be reversed 

evaporated three days later, on August 24, 199 1, when Russran President Bons Yeltsm -- rrdmg a 

crest of strength generated by hrs dramatic opposmon to the coup attempt -- formally recognized 

the independence of the Baltic nations Recogmtron by the international commumty quickly 

followed ’ 
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occupatron could not be erased by formal declarations More than any of the other “captive 

nations” m the Soviet empire, the Baltic peoples had always exhibited -- even flaunted -- a brtter 

contempt for Moscow’s rule Then resentment was rooted m the Soviet attempts at 

“Russlficatlon” of the ethnic republics. a pohcy that had led to the forced exrle to Siberia of tens 

of thousands of Baltic citizens and the “colomzatron” of ethnic Russians and other non- 

mdrgenbus groups m the Baltlcs By 1989, ethnic Russians and other non-Baltic nationalities 

made u 
P 

38 percent of the population m Estonia In Latvia, the correspondmg figure was 48 

percent ’ While the ratio of outsiders to natives was lower m Lnhuama, anti-Russian sentiment 

was JUST as high, especially m the wake of Soviet attacks on pro-independence forces m early 

1991 that had left at least 20 Lithuanians dead 3 

Exacerbatmg these tensions was the contmued presence m the Baltics of Russian mihtary 

forces Throughout the Soviet period, the Baltic peoples had always regarded the troops as little 

more than an occupymg army Under Gorbachev, the Sovret Union had begun a general 

drawdown of forces throughout Eastern Europe, rank-and-file troops had begun leaving the 

Baltics as well By the time the USSR ceased to exist m 1991, the total number of 

Soviet/Russian troops m the Baltics was estimated at 130,000 ’ As Russia rotated enlisted 

personnel out of the region, though, the Russian officer corps m the Baltics began to resist 

pressure to w&draw as well Most lived off-base w&t then families m comfortable apartments, 

many had been stationed m the Baltlcs for years The Russian press was filled vvlth stories of 

officers and then families retummg to Russia to live m tents -- or worse -- due to an acute 

housing shortage and reduced funding for the milrtary The many officers whose departure 

would comcrde with retirement faced even greater uncertamtles Clearly, the best alternative for 



m place,” and pressed the Baltic governments to grant the officers and then fmrhes the right to 

permanent residency and housing Baltic officrals, of course, saw thmgs qurte differently 

Already concerned about the large mmorrty of Russran crvrhans mvoluntarrly “stranded” on then- 

terntones, they were loath to consider any concessrons to Russran mrhtary officers, whose 

contmued presence mrght constrtute a potentral “fifth column” and thus posed a grave threat to 

nascent Baltic independence Resolvmg this clash of interests became the central focus of the 

Russian-Baltic dialogue 1992- 1994. as both sides struggled to overcome the legacy of the past 

and develop a modus wvendz for the future 

Negotidtmg Normality 

The Russtan troop presence was only the most consprcuous of a host of problems created 

by the sudden independence of the Baltrcs m August 1991, and the Just-as-abrupt drssolutron of 

the Sovret Umon four months later Only weeks after the formal demise of the USSR, Russran 

Presrdept Yeltsm dispatched a high-level emissary to the Baltrcs to begin the process of 

normalizmg relations. negotratmg the drvrsron of assets, and provrdmg for the orderly wrthdrawal 

of Russian mrhtary forces By February 1992, bilateral talks had begun between Russia and each 

Baltic state The early phase of these negotratrons was conducted m an atmosphere that was at 

least bdsmesshke, rf not overly warm Experts on both sides worked steadily through the myriad 

of legal and technical issues (e g , what license plates Russran mrhtary trucks should carry, the 

legal status of a soldier during the withdrawal period, etc ) At the highest level, supportrve 

statements contrrbuted to an atmosphere of optrmrsm Yeltsin himself had been an early 

champion of Baltrc independence, by mid-1992, during a meeting of the G-7 consrdermg 

economrc aid for Russia, he declared that “a pohtrcal decrsron has been made to wrthdraw the 
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troops completely “5 Most rmportantly, the slow but steady exodus of Russian mlhtary forces 

from the Baltics and elsewhere continued 

As the negotratrons wore on, though. rt was becommg mcreasmgly clear that the reservoir 

of good will on both sides was hmrted Many commentators had likened the Russo-Baltic talks 

to negotratrons over the division of assets m the wake of a divorce And, lrke many a divorce 

proceeding, what began on the basis of good will and mutual respect soon turned sour Juri Luik, 

who headed the Estonian delegation to the talks and later served as his country’s Foreign 

Minister 1994-95, saw a colhsron loommg from the start 

H---Y 
: 

Russian interests were different [from those of the Baltlcs] because they 
wanted to achieve an agreement that would legmmlze the presence of the 
troops. at least temporarily It boded down to the fact that the Russian aim 
was to prolong the process as long as they could Our arm was to speed it 
up as much as possible For us, the mam issue was the date -- when will the 

The Baltic governments were absolutely not ready to have a 
agreement for a certam time per-rod [during which] the presence 

of the troops would be legitimized by the agreement ’ 

As the negotiations progressed through 1992. the issues under drscusslon began to 

acqun-e a more polmcal flavor the rights of Russian officers under Estonian or Latvian law, 

crlterra for determining ehgibihty for residence permits, transit across Lrthuama to the Russian 

mlhtary enclave at Kalmmgrad In public statements, Russian officials began to use words like 

“dlscrrmmatron” to describe Baltic policies toward the Russian mmority, lmkmg then concerns 

to Moscow’s wilhngness to contmue pulling out its troops President Yeltsm hunself suggested 

that the pace of the withdrawal would depend on the extent of mtemauonal aid to finance the 

building of housing for returning officers 

At a summit meetmg of the Conference on Security and Cooperation m Europe (CSCE) 

rf- m July 1992, the Baltic delegations Joined forces and threatened to block approval of the final 
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CSCE report until it included a paragraph calling for agreements to be concluded on the “early, 

orderly and complete Mrlthdrawal” of foreign troops from the Baltxs Pressured by other CSCE 

members, Moscow acquiesced m the adoption of ths language, amounting to a formal Russian 

“promise” to withdraw, effectively countersigned by the other CSCE members Hailed m the 

Baltlcs, the language came under sharp attack m Moscow, especially from nationalist elements m 

the Supieme Soviet, Russia’s holdover Soviet-era parliament 

Moscow’s Response 

in the wake of the CSCE summit, Russian officials adopted a harder lme At a meeting 

with lus Baltic counterparts on August 6. 1992. Russian Foreign Minister Andre1 Kozyrev laid 

down Moscow’s condltlons for an “early, orderly and complete withdrawal” legal status for 

RUSSI& forces during the cvlthdrawal penod, housmg for returmng troops, guarantees of 

pensions and “human nghts” for Russian m&ary retirees and their families who would remam 

m the B altlcs after the withdrawal, no compensation claims against Russia for damages mfllcted 

durmg the occupation period Kozyrev also put Latvia and Estonia on notice over two RUSSUUI 

strategic mstallatlons on their temtory that Russia would need to operate for an mdefimte period 

after the troops were out an early-warning radar site at Skrunda, Latvia, and a tralmng and 

maintenance base for Russian nuclear submarmes at Paldlskl, Estonia Finally, the Russian 

foreign minister called on the Baltic states to change laws that dlscrlmmated against the pohtlcal 

and economic rights of the large ethnic Russian population resldmg m the Baltic states 

The Baltic response to Kozyrev’s terms was cool, proceeding from the legal position that 

since Rtlsslan troops had always been m the Baltlcs illegally, their mthdrawal could not be 

subject to condltlons Possessing little m the way of concrete leverage over Moscow, however, 
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on which they could not and would not compromise Regarding Moscow’s demands for 

compensation, it came to be accepted that Baltic clanns for damages agamst Moscow over five 

decades of occupation would be offset by the value of equipment and mfrastructure left behmd 

when the Russians left (though the degree of that offset was highly negotiable) The Paldlskl 

and Skrunda sites were more contentious Any suggestion that Latvia or Estonia would sanction 

even a short-term Russian military presence after the general withdrawal was completed was 

pohtlc ly explosive Finally, with regard to Russia’s mslstence on legal guarantees for its 

clvlhan populations, Baltic offlclals drew a &stmctlon of prmclple this hghly charged, 

emotlonal issue must m no way become linked to the wthdrawal talks, lest Russian domestic 

pohtlca c pressures become a driving force behind the negotlatlons 

The Lithuanian Way 

bn September 9. 1992, the Russian and Lithuanian defense mmlstnes approved a 

bilateral agreement setting August 3 1,1993 as the deadline for \;lthdrawal of all Russian troops 

from Llthuama Russia’s uGngness to set a date for a relatively rapid wthdrawal from 

Llthuama stemmed from several factors First, as noted, the population of ethnic Russians m 

Llthuama was relatively small and -- from Moscow’s perspective, at least -- had fared rather 

better al the hands of the Lithuanians than had their compatriots m Latvia and Estonia 7 In 

addition, Russia had no strategic military faclhtles m Lithuania akm to the Skrunda radar site m 

Latvia or Paldlskl m Estoma Finally, Moscow needed good relations \~th Vllnrus to ensure 

easy access to Kalmmgrad, the exclave on the Baltic Sea that was physically separated from the 

rest of Russia by now-sovereign Lithuanian ten-tory 
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pressure Vrlmus over the issue of compensatron for the facllmes that Russran forces were 

abandomng Lnhuama fought back, announcmg rt would block Russia’s entry mto the Councrl 

of Europe unless the August 3 1 deadline were met Sweden and other European nations 

expressed support for the Lnhuaman posrtron The United States werghed m on August 23, when 

senior offrcrals m Washington noted that U S law requrred a cutoff of development assrstance to 

Russia rf troops remamed m Lrthuama 8 Ultimately, the standoff was resolved m a telephone 

discussron between Russran President Yeltsin and Lrthuaman President Algndas Brazauskas, m 

which Yeltsm agreed that the August 3 1 deadline would be met Compensatron and other issues 

were deferred for later resolutron 

And Then There Were Two 

As the three Baltrc states struggled for leverage against the Russrans m the withdrawal 

negotratrons, then unity had always provided a measure of strength to then effort As long as the 

issue could be described m terms of a pull-out of Russian troops from “‘the Baltrcs”, rt was 

afforded a higher vrsrbrhty mtematronally The August 3 1, 1993 wrthdrawal from Lrthuama 

changed the balance, and spotlighted the strategy of “Baltrc drfferentratlon” that Moscow had 

been pursumg for months Presrdent Yeltsin had signaled the drfferentration m a press 

conference followmg his first meeting wrth new U S President Clmton on April 4, 1993 

we are completmg the wrthdrawal of troops from Lnhuama, as Lrthuama 
does not violate human rights and treats the Russran-speaking populatron 
wrth respect As Latvia and Estonia violate human rights, since according 
to then national legrslatron national mmormes. mostly Russrans, are 
persecuted, and that mvolves basically Russrans, we will lmk the 
wrthdrawal schedule with the human rights sztuatron there, althou 

P 
we have 

adopted a polmcal decision to pull the troops out of the republics 
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Lama’s negotiations were contmually upset by the stumbling block of Skrunda, as the Russians 

continued to mslst on mamtammg the strategic radar site until 1999 Estonia, meanwhile, had 

sufferecj a serious setback m its dialogue wth Russia m June 1993, when the parliament m 

Tallmn adopted a law on aliens that seemed designed to exclude Russians Under the law, 

anyone hvmg m Estonia who was not already a citizen was reqmred to apply for a residence 

permit Those viho failed to apply or fouled to meet Estoman standards for granting such permits 

might put their contmued residence m Estonia at risk Russian reaction to the law was swift and 

sharp Foreign Minister Kozyrev sad Estoma “had taken a step along the road to apartheid “lo 

President Yeltsin, m a statement issued June 24, observed that the Estonian leadership, under the 

influence of natlonahsm, seemed to have “forgotten” certam geopohtlcal real&es -- realities that 

Russia could remmd them of l1 

Moscow: The Hardening Line 

Thus. any relief felt by offlclals m &ga and Tallmn over the Russian pull-out from 

Llthuama on August 3 1, 1993 was clouded by the reahzatlon that their cases would now be much 

tougher Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Churkm had told a press conference during the 

Llthuaman endgame that Russia had been “too km&’ to the Lithuanians by begmmng to 

withdraw troops before an agreement had been signed Moscow, he said, would not repeat this 

mistake 1~1th Latvia and Estoma l2 Churkm’s comments reflected the sluftmg center of pohtlcal 

gravity m Russia By early 1993. conservative natlonahst forces centered m the Supreme 

Soviet, Russia’s holdover parliament from the USSR-era, had gathered strength and be,- 

challenging the pohcles of Yeltsin and Kozyrev A hghtnmg rod for t.helr dlssatlsfactlon was the 

military wthdrawal from the Baltlcs -- m conservative eyes, a unilateral concession that reduced 

. 
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r‘ Reassertion of Russia’s rights m the so-called “near abroad” (the former republics of the USSR 

that now lay outside Russia’s borders) became a rallying cry for those who sought to widen 

Russia’s sphere of influence In two specific instances, m the newly-independent states of 

Moldova and Georgia, rogue Russian military forces had reportedly become involved on the side 

of separatists fighting agamst government forces 

Against this backdrop, the slow progress and frequent setbacks m the withdrawal talks 

appeared ommous to Baltic officials, who began to sense that they might be playing against time 

By December 1993, it looked as though the clock might have run out altogether In elections for 

the new Russian parliament, reformist candidates and parties suffered unanticipated defeats 

agamst commumsts and nationalists In Baltic eyes, the most egregious symbol of the rtghtward 

tilt m Moscow was the flamboyant ultranatlonahst Vladlmu- Zhnmovshy, whose party captured 

close to, twenly percent of the parliamentary vote Zhumovskly’s expansionist plans for Russia 

included the re-annexation of the Baltlcs, among his numerous mflammatory comments, the 

most often quoted was his threat to build giant fans along the Russian frontier to blow 

radloactlve gas mto the Baltlcs Statements by mainstream Russian officials were only shghtly 

more reassuring, as they scurried to shore up then right flanks President Yeltsin’s New Year’s 

Day address promised that 1994 would mark a more “energetic” defense of the 25 mllhon ethmc 

Russians resident m neighboring states ” Foreign Mlmster Kozyrev, who had suffered through 

1993 as prime object of commumst-nationalist wrath, now stated that Russian troops should 

remam stationed throughout the “near abroad” to prevent creation of security vacuum on 

Russia’s borders ” 

Skrunda: Strategic Necessity -- or Trojan Horse? 
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In Latvia, concern over the nghtward shift m rhetoric and pohtlcs m Moscow was 

compounded by frustration over the stalemate m the negotiations over Skrunda Located near 

Latvia’s coast on the Baltic Sea, the Skrunda mstallatlon had for decades provided the USSR 

mlth advance warning of enemy ballistic missile attacks U S and Western officials agreed with 

Moscow’s argument that forcing Russia to close Skrunda prematurely, before a new facility 

could be built to replace it, would leave a destablhzmg “blind spot” m Russia’s strategic field of 

vlslon Latvian government officials, on the other hand, found themselves under pressure from 

domesqc hard-liners who viewed Skrunda as a kmd of Russian Trojan horse, whose continued 

operation would provide the KGB with a base of operations from which to threaten Latvia’s 

security mdefimtely 

irhe key concept here was “mdefimtely,” since by December of 1993 the Latvian 

government had been persuaded that some operation of Skrunda beyond the viqthdrawal deadline 

was inevitable But how long was long enough’ Russian negotiators had spoken of occupancy 

ranging from six to ten years The Latvians found this term excessive but, Inexpert m the 

techmcahtles, were unable to field a credible counterproposal Assuming they could amve at 

one, how would they sell it -- not Just to the Russians, but to a skeptical domestic pohtlcal 

opposltlon and public 3 As 1993 came to a close, these unanswered questlons and the 

mcreasmgly student talk out of Moscow combined to stram Latvia’s fragile ruling coahtlon to 

the breaking point 

Declaring the Deadline Inoperative 

On the Estonian side. negotiators faced a similar stalemate with even more dlscouragmg 

prospects Despite some movement on the margins, the talks had shown no progress on the 



13 

August 3 1, 1994 The Russian side had finally put this deadline mto a formal proposal, but it 

was heavily condltloned on fulfillment of a number of other provlslons construction of 

ad&tlor$al housing m Russia for departing troops, liberal standards for determlmng the right of 

retu-mg Russian officers to remam m Estonia, and a protracted presence at the Paldlskl nuclear 

site Consistent u;lth their posltlon that the troop presence was illegal and thus not subject to 

condltl@s, Estonian negotiators sought to pocket the Russian date and avoid discussion of what 

they considered unrelated issues 

Given the change m tone m MOSCOW’S public statements about its minority populations 

abroad, and pressure from the nght on Yeltsin and Kozyrev to dnve a hard bargam m reasserting 

Russia’s prerogatives as a great power, it was clear this stalemate could not go on mdefimtely 

The axe fell on March 9, 1994, m the final plenary session of what was, by then, the 17th round 

of the Russian-Estonian talks Vasslhy Svnm, head of the Russian delegation, stated bluntly that 

the Estonian side had continued “to mslst on its previous positions on issues relating to the 

sltuatlon of the Russian-speaking population and has shown no desire to hold a constructive 

dlscusslon of a draft treaty on settling cltlzenslup issues ” Accordmgly, Svlrm went on, the 

Russian delegation was forced to state officially that Russia’s proposal on mthdrawmg 11s forces 

by Au@st 3 1. made as a good will gesture, was no longer operative Henceforth, the Lmthdrawal 

would proceed m accordance with a timetable drawn up by the Russian side l5 

* * * * * * 

PART B: PLAYING THE WESTERN CARD 

As the young Baltic states struggled to consolidate then- sovereignty and assert their 

independence from Moscow m 1991 and 1992, they had benefitted from slgmficant support from 
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Estoma, Latvia and Lithuania Sweden, Finland, Denmark and Norway viewed them as fellow 

Nordic states, and had acted as dlplomatlc mentors to the newly-independent governments after 

they broke off from the USSR In the United States. pro-Baltic sentiment had become an 

mgramed pohtlcal feature of American pohcy throughout the Cold War, founded on the refusal 

of ten successive admmlstratlons to recogmze the forcible mcorporatlon of the three nations mto 

the Soviet Union The Baltlcs had strong defenders m Congress, as well nearly one mllhon 

Americans traced their ancestry back to Estonia, Latvia or Llthuama, constltutmg a well- 

organized and influential ethmc lobby 

Amemcan and European officials had followed the many twists and turns m the troop 

wIthdrawal negotiations \nth great concern -- and not solely because of their sympathy toward 

the Balt’lcs The outcome of the process was uqdely regarded m the West as a htmus test of 

Russia’s mtentlons As Swedish Prime Mlmster Carl Blldt put it, 

Russian conduct toward these states will show the true nature of Russia’s 
commitment to mtematlonal norms and prmclples If Moscow fully accepts 

independence of the Baltic states and filly respects $el~. nghts, one can 
sure that Moscow has entered the family of nations 

Washington. m particular, had special stake m a favorable outcome Only weeks after tis 

mauguratlon, President Clinton had launched an ambitious pohcy to remake U S -Russia 

relations, heralded m a major pohcy address entitled “A Strategic Alliance w& Russian 

Reform ” Its central tenet was an activist effort to reach out to Russia durmg its painful 

transition to a new order. simultaneously bolstermg the movement toward markets and 

democracy and breaking down seven decades of mistrust and hostility Domestic support for 

this pohcy was endangered to the extent that the American people and the Congress perceived 

that Russia was practlcmg the pohtlcs of mtlm~datlon m its relations \vlth neighboring states 
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f=- Strobe Talbott. an early architect of the pohcy as the State Department official m charge of 

relations lath the former Soviet Union, recalled the special pnorlty accorded the troop 

w lthdrawal issue as the new admmlstratlon formulated its pohcy 

There was a meeting with the President very early on where we talked 
about the Baltlcs And we identified getting the Russian troops out of the 

I? 
altlcs as exceedingly important, comparable to the goal of gettmg Russian 
uclear weapons out of Ukrame while bolstermg Ukraine’s secmty and 

independence ” 

In their first meeting m April 1993, Clmton and Yeltsin dlscussed ways m wlzlch the 

exodus of Russian troops from the Baltlcs could be speeded Yeltsin identified lack of housing 

for retuimng officers as a problem, and made clear that U S help might expedite the mthdrawal 

In respqnse, Clinton proposed a project that would use $5 m&on m U S aid to build 450 

Y=- 

housing units at several sites m Russia The offer was well received by the Russian nuhtary, 

and by the time of the next Clinton-Yeltsin meeting m July 1993, the U S had expanded the 

program by another 5000 units at a total value of $165 mllhon -- then the largest single foreign 

assistance proJect m the U S budget l8 

In all, U S assistance to Russia during the first year of the Clmton admmlstratlon totaled 

nearly $1 bllhon As doubts about Moscow’s Intentions toward its neighbors grew m the wake 

of the Duma elections and the stalled troop mthdrawal talks, Congress adopted several measures 

mandatIng a cutoff m U S assistance to Russia m the absence of “slgmficant progress” toward 

withdrawal of its military forces from the new independent states of the former USSR lg 

NlcholTs Burns, Senior Du-ector on the National Security Council Staff for Russian and Baltic 

affan-s, saw U S engagement wylth Russia over the issue growing more contentious 

P 
As time went on we began to see Russia reasserting itself -- m the 
mvolvement of the Russian mlhtary m the secesslomst crisis m Georgia, for 
instance The cntlcs charged that the U S was backing Russia as a “re- 
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colonizing power ” So while we continued to try to work vvlth Russia and 
encourage those moves it was making m the right direction, we also served 
potice that progress m the Baltlcs was somethmg of a htmus test of Yeltsin’s 
commmnent to change The President rased it m every phone call and letter 
to Yeltsin during that period *’ 

Clinton met the Baltic Presidents m New York on September 27, 1993, and underscored 

his support for the troop Lvlthdrawal issue At that meeting, Latvian President Guntls Ulmams 

described the dilemma his negotiators faced trying to arrive at a viable compromise on Skrunda 

In subsequent encounters, Latvian offlclals asked the U S to provide its best estimate of a 

reasonable post-mgthdrawal occupancy of Skrunda By early January, with President Clmton 

preparmg to travel to Moscow for a sunumt meeting mth Yeltsin, American experts had come up 

-7th an answer -- and an offer Latvia’s Ambassador to Washmgton, O~ars Kalmns, played a 

key role m the dlplomatlc dialogue 

It was m early January that [the National Secmty Council staff] contacted me and 
suggested a compromise time period -- that the Russians could operate Skrunda 
for four years after lmthdrawal, and then take another eighteen months to 
dismantle the facility and withdraw The NSC asked, hypothetically, if the U S 
were to propose ths to Yeltsm [durmg the upcommg Moscow summit], and 
Yeltsm were to accept, would Lama find tis acceptable?*l 

The Latvian government faced a dilemma Imtlally, It had sided lvlth the country’s 

rightist parties, who held to the posmon that Skrunda must be closed concurrent with the 

wlthdrdwal of the last Russian troops But although the Russians had dropped their mslstence 

on keeping a number of other mstallatlons open after the wIthdrawal, they had made it clear they 

could not compromise on Skrunda Now the Umted States and other fIlendly countries m the 

West lvere counselmg Latvia to accept a limited “rental period” for Skrunda as well -- advice that 

was mqde even harder to resist by Chnton’s offer to seal the deal personally with Yeltsin on 

Latvia’s behalf Latvian officials reahzed that there was no other real option On January 11, 
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(‘ 1994, Foreign Mmlster Georgs Andrejevs sent word back to the NSC staff -- by now on the 

ground m Moscow with the President -- that the government could accept, albeit reluctantly, the 

proposal as outlined and would authorize President Clmton to present it as a Latvian proposal m 

his meeting with Yeltsin The President and National Security Adviser Anthony Lake agreed 

that the chances of convmcmg Yeltsin to accept the offer were good enough to warrant the 

unusual step of having the President play a direct intermediary role In the meeting. Yeltsm 

agreed 10 the formula -- by now dubbed the “four-plus-eighteen” solution -- almost 

lmmedlately ” 

After bs return to Washmgton, on January 20, the President telephoned Latvian President 

Ulmams to report Russia’s acceptance of the offer Ulmams expressed his gratitude for the U S 

mtervehttlon, but also described the tough Job he would face m sellmg the deal to the opposltlon, 
/ 

who were already leveling charges that the government had sold out to Russia under pressure 

from Washington Clmton mvlted Uhnams to send a delegation of opposltlon parliamentarians 

to Washmgton, where U S experts would explam the strategic rationale for keeping Skrunda 

open 23 The leaders of Latvia’s major parhamentary factions, led by Foreign Minister 

Andrejevs, visited Washington February l-2 for an extraordmary round of meetmgs, mcludmg a 

session with the President, Vice President, and National Secuzlty Adviser Lake *’ Nicholas 

Burns qescnbed it as “the ultimate dlplomatlc full-court press, ” made even more effective, m the 

eyes of Latvian Ambassador Kalmns, by some multilateral packaging 

It was a crltlcal couple of days, because it allowed the parhamentarlans to go 
back and take a strong position on this And it was an example of U S - 
European cooperation, since there were German and Swedish &plomats 
present m the meetings at the mtite House Convmcmg the parliament that 
this wasn’t Just a U S imtlative made people feel more at ease Because 
there was always a suspicion back then that the U S 1s making a deal with 
Russia, that 1t.s a big power accommodation and we’re caught m the middle 



So if the Swedes said it was okay, and the Germans said it was okay, then 
obviously It wasn*t Just the superpowers dealing over our heads 25 

Disarmed by the hq$-level meetings and a generous offer of U S and Swedish financial 

assistance (eventually totaling over $7 m&ion) to help with Skrunda’s dismantlement, the 

Latvian lawmakers returned to figa and voiced then- support for the deal President Yeltsm met 

Latvlari President Ulmams m Moscow on Apnl30, 1994, to sign the agreement fixing August 

3 1, 1994 as the date for the lsqthdrawal of the final Russian forces from Latvia According to a 

second agreement. Skrunda would continue to operate as a Russian mstallatlon until 1998, 

followed by the 18 month dsmantlement period, staffed by 758 Russian “clvlhans” (1 e , non- 

uniformed military) Finally, Latvia agreed to grant permanent residence to Russmn military 

pensloqers who had retired m Latvia before January 1992, when Russia formally took control of 

the Russian mlhtary 26 
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Estonia: The Last Apple on the Tree 

The view from Tallinn on April 30, 1994, the date of the Yeltsin-Ulmams agreement m 

Moscow. was mixed While the fact that Russra had made a formal promise at the hrghest level 

to withdraw its forces by a date certam from a second Baltic nation was a posmve development, 

little else about the deal gave the Estonians cause for optrmrsm The Latvian agreement left the 

Estomafis alone -- the only country m the region wrthout a clear idea of when the troops would 

leave Secondly, the content of the agreement, especrally the provrsrons to keep Skrunda 

operatronal, was viewed very negatively 27 The Estonians had then own version of Skrunda to 

deal wrth -- the Soviet-era nuclear submarine trammg facility at Paldrskr As with Skrunda, the 

Russrans were msrstmg they needed addmonal time beyond the wnhdrawal deadline to properly 

drsmantle and clean up the facrlny, as wrth Skrunda, Western experts were advrsmg the 

Estomans that msrstmg the Russrans abandon Paldrskr mrmedrately was problematrc 

Although Estoman offcrals recognized that some post-wrthdrawal occupancy of Paldrskr 

was pro,bably inevitable, the four-year precedent for Skrunda would not work m the Estonian 

domestrc atmosphere Like the Latvians, Estoman officrals had come to rely on support from 

Europe and the United States to make up for the leverage they themselves lacked m then 

1 
dealings with Moscow The Russran declaratron on March 9, 1994 that rt was pulling the August 

3 1 wrthdrawal date off the table provoked a good deal of mternatronal crrtrcism the Nordrc 

Councrl, the European Union, and the State Department all issued statements reiterating then 

expectation that Moscow would honor Its comnutment to the August deadline But the Russran 

threat succeeded tactrcally m refocusing the Estoman leadership on the need to strike some kmd 

of deal, a feeling that only mtensrfied after the Russia-Latvia agreements were signed 
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The March 1994 breakdown m the Russia-Estonia negotlatlons set off alarm bells among 

U S officials President Clinton’s personal efforts to broker a deal between Latvia and Russia 

over Skrunda had heightened his own interest m the troop uqthdrawal. thereby raising the issue 

several notches on the scale of foreign pohcy prlontles The April agreement between Latvia 

and Russia was, from Washington’s perspective, a major success -- and an effective counter to 

mcreasmg charges that Russia was bent on consohdatmg its sphere of mfluence m neighboring 

countries, most ommously m the Baltlcs To capitalize on the success of the Russian-Latvian 

agreement and demonstrate continued U S support for the Baltlcs, the white House decided to 

add a stop m Latvia to the itinerary of the European trip the President would make to attend the 

G-7 summit m Naples m early July ** As the first visit ever by a slttmg U S President to a free 

and independent Baltic nation, the stop would have tremendous symbohc slgmficance But as 

r an additional benefit, the White House saw a new opportunity for President Clinton to play the 

role of intermediary, via dIscussIons he would have with Estoman President Lennart Merl m 

&ga ori July 6, followed by a meeting wth Yeltsin m Naples four days later lg 

In Tallmn, Estoman Foreign Minister Jurl Lmk accepted the offer of a U S role a go- 

between put forth by Ambassador Robert Frasure The Estonians had for some months sounded 

Moscow out on the posslblhty of a meeting between Melr and Yeltsin, the responses were 

consistently dlscouragmg Clearly the negotlatlons had reached the stage where pohtlcal 

decisions agreed at the lughest level were essential Frasure and Lmk agreed that the Estonian 

proposal to resolve the final stlckmg points should be contamed m a letter from President Merl 

that President Clinton would present to Yeltsin when they met m Naples The Estoman side 
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The mam issues at that point boiled down to the rights of hvmg permits for 
Russran officers -- how many could remam, and how would the review process 
[to determine officer to be excluded for security reasons] go on We wanted 
the process to be based on Estoman legrslatron So the foreign mmrstry 
worked out the proposal, and then the draft went to Merr who was obvrously 
the one to sign rt. and he added some personal details, the kmd of rhetoric that 
was necessary for a personal flavor So 

Carefully choreographed behind the scenes, the meeting between Presidents Clinton and 

Merr oCcurred m Rrga on July 6, 1994 NSC Senior Director Burns recalled the exchange 

President Clinton said ‘how would rt be rf I offered to take a very reahstrc 
proposal from you on the troop wrthdrawal personally to President Yeltsm?’ 

And President Merr was all prepared he said ‘Mr President, I accept your 
offer, and I will commumcate my proposal to you m Naples through your 
Ambassador. Mr Frasure ” And, true to his word, Merl met with Frasure 
and Bob cabled [the proposal] to us from Tallmn to Naples, and we had rt 
typed up, and the President handed rt to Yeltsm And the President was able 
to say ‘I’ve been able to work out with President Men, on the basis of my July 
6 meetmg with hrm m Rrga, the folloyg offer And I can vouch for rts good 
offices and rts integrity and smcerrty 

Yeltsm’s reaction to the Men letter (whrch the U S side had had translated mto Russran 

to faclhtate immediate drscussron) seemed posrtive In particular, the Estoman positron on 

Paldrskr , which moved away from then- earlier maxrmahst “no tenancy” stand and agreed to a 

twelve-month perrod of dismantlement after the withdrawal, was seen as a step forward Most 

importantly, Yeltsm promised Clinton that he would meet wrth Merr 

As the meetmg broke up, Burns headed for a telephone to call Lurk wrth news that the 

drscussrons had gone well, but first stopped to listen to the Jomt Clmton-Yeltsm press 

conference In his opening statement, Clinton noted a “promismg development m the Baltrcs ” 

He described how he had passed Men’s ideas to Yeltsm, whrch Yeltsin had promised to give his 

full attention to “I believe,” the President concluded, *‘that the differences between the two sides 

have been narrowed and that an agreement can be reached m the near future so that the troops 
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P would be able to withdraw by the end of August ” Then Yeltsin took the first question from U S 

correspondent Helen Thomas 

Q Will you have all Russian troops out of the Baltlcs by August 3 13 

Preszdent YeZtszn No I -- nice question I like the question, because I can 
say no We took out of Llthuama -- we removed 3 1st of August [1993] mth a 
drumbeat, and we’re going to take that last soldier from Latvia Now 
Estonia [is a] somewhat more difficult relationship since there m Estoma, 
there are very crude vlolatlons of human nghts, vls-A-vls the Russian-speakmg 
population. especially toward mlhtary pensioners I promised Bill [Chnton] 
that I will meet w& the President of Estonia We’re going to discuss these 
issues, and after, we’re going to try to find a solution to ths question 32 

Burns and others m the U S delegation were dumbfounded by Yeltsm’s “nyet” m the 

press conference, since It diverged so strongly from the tone and substance of the private 

discussion on the Baltxs \lth Clinton Although the outcome of the meeting was positive -- 

Yeltsin had, after all, agreed to meet with Men -- the “nyet” hung m the air like a bad odor 

Burns hurried to call Lmk, who had been watching the press conference on CNN As Lmk 

recalled it 

We were rather surprised,, because we thought they would have given at least 
a more posltlve outcome or that the Russians wouldn’t say anything pubhcly 
and keep a lower profile But obviously they had a rather strong reactlon It 
became one of the major issues -- the press [m Estoma] became focused on 
the apparent contradlctlon between the American and Russian view of what 
should be done 33 

U S officials felt that the best way to get beyond the negative perception left by the 

Naples press conference was to ensure that Yeltsin kept his word to schedule a meeting \ylth 

Men $0 that end, Clinton wrote Yeltsin a follow-up letter the week after their meeting urging 

him to schedule the meetmg as soon as possible and fulfill his pledge to get the troops out 
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We were informed first by the Americans and later by the Russians that there 
\vlll probably be a meeting between the two Presidents But the Russians 
didn’t tell us the date Then it somehow melted out from somewhere that it 
might be the 26th of July But there was no letter from the Russians 
requesting to come to Moscow -- no letter from Yeltsin, no letter from 
anybody 35 

Despite the absence of a formal mvltatlon to meet, the Russian-Estonian working-level 

talks were reconstituted to prepare the groundwork for a meeting, headed on the Estoman side by 

Foreign Ministry Vice Chancellor Raul Ma&, and on the Russian side by Deputy Foreign 

Minister Vitally Churkm The two men met July 20-23 m Helslnlu m an effort to iron out then- 

differences But the talks did not go we11,36 and there was still no formal mvltatlon for Merl to 

visit -Moscow It was a tense period m Tallmn, as Jurl Lulk recalled afterward 

When it was the 24th already Merl was very angry, and he said ‘if the letter 
doesn’t come tomorrow mormng, I don’t go ’ And obviously it was the right 
pohcy because there was literally nothmg for the meeting to be based on, and 
there was the feelm that if we Just arrived there someone could say, ‘who 
told you to ! come3’3 

pn July 24, Moscow finally sent a message through its Ambassador m Tallinn mvltmg 

Men to meet with Yeltsin m Moscow on July 26 The two sides agreed to send Malk to Moscow 
/ 

to try once again to work out an agreement urlth Churkm Those talks were even more 

acrlmomous than the Helsmkl sessions, and made no progress toward a draft agreement for the 

two Presidents to sign As Merl and Lmk rode to the airport on the mornmg of July 26, then 

expectations were extremely low 

U7e had tried of course to get some Idea [from the Russians] of what will 
happen m Moscow, but they all emphasized that nothing ~111 happen So 
our expectations were low, and we were only worried about how we are 
going to explam it afterwards 38 

PART C: THE DENOUEMENT IN’ MOSCOW 
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Upon arrival m Moscow July 26, Estonian President Merl and Foreign Minister Lmk met 

\\lth Vice Chancellor Malk, who provided more details of his dlscouragmg dlscusslons urlth 

Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Churkm In the ideal world, the meetmgs between the 

Estonians and Russians m the days precedmg Men’s trip to Moscow would have identified 

solutions to most if not all of the outstanding questions It would then have fallen to the two 

presidents to decide the point of compromise on the remammg issues and to give their 

lmprlmstur to the deal as an agreement sealed at the highest level But the Malk-Churkm 

meetings had failed to make any substantial progress Moreover, it seemed to the Estonians that 

Churkm had been operatmg m the absence of any mstructlons to lay the groundwork for a 

productive Men-Yeltsin meeting His mood m the meetings was one of scarcely-controlled 

frustration, and he was unwlllmg or unable to engage substantively on the major outstanding 

issues i he “security” grounds on which Russian mlhtary or c~lhans might be demed the right to 

remam m Estonia, and the terms of Russia’s post-withdrawal occupancy of the Paldlslu nuclear 

training facility 

Men, Lulk and Malk arrived at Yeltsin’s Kremlin office at 3 p m for a meeting that t+as 

scheduled to last ninety mmutes On the Russian side, accompanymg Yeltsin, were Foreign 

Mmlster Kozyrev and presidential foreign affairs adviser Dmltrly Ryurlkov Yeltsin opened the 

meeting by reading from a prepared text that described the sltuatlon m harsh terms, referrmg to 

Estonian stalling and complammg of Tallinn’s mablhty to understand the problems that Moscow 

faced m ensurmg the well-bemg of its soldiers and citizens To Foreign Minister Lmk, it 

seemed that Yeltsin had been prepared for the worst kmd of meeting -- short and acrmomous 

Sensing this, President Merl began his response on an opposite note 
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f- [He] very skillfully changed the atmosphere totally, by speaking of the 
cultural and historical point of Russmn-Estoman relations, and turned the 
tables The dlscusslon then took a more relaxed turn, and Yeltsm at some 
point said “well, what seems to be the problem, then?” And so we tried, uqth 
Kozyrev, to explam what the problem was, and to Yeltsin it didn’t seem to be 
a very big problem 3g 

As Men described It to Yeltsin, Estoma’s major concern was over its sovereign right to 

determine which of the Russian officers seeking permanent residence rmght constitute a threat to 

Estonia’s security Although as an issue of prmclple this did not seem to pose a major problem 

to the Russian President, the details were complicated, and neither Merl nor Yeltsin was prepared 

for any m-depth negotiating on the subject It was suggested that the two Presidents break for a 

late lunch, leaving their foreign mmlsters to work out a resolution For the next several hours, 

Lmk and Kozyrev negotiated the final terms of the side agreement to the withdrawal treaty 

covering the “social guarantees” for the Russian mmorlty m Estonia, reporting back 

mternuitently to Merl and Yeltsin, who added their own comments For Lmk, it was the chance 

to finish the deal once and for all 

We hammered it together m very broad terms. and not m very good legal 
language But we also had a very clear understanding that this was an 
opportunrty for us If you are the President of the U S , to meet with Yeltsin 
is not so difficult 
posslblhty ” 

If you are the Estoman President, it’s almost excluded as a 

By the time the last compromise was struck, it was early evemng m Moscow Reporters were 

summoned to a hastily arranged slgmng ceremony, where Merl and Yeltsin put then- signatures 

to the agreement on the troop pullout, thereby formahzmg the Russian commitment to complete 

the withdrawal by August 3 1, and to the agreement on social guarantees that had literally Just 

been concluded ‘I Yeltsin later gave the press his mterpretatlon of how the long-&sputed issues 

p had finally been worked out 
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Estoma succeeded m agrtatmg the West I received letters from Bill 
Clinton and Helmut Kohl They all had a slant toward the troop 
wnhdrawal But Russia took a tough stand on the human rights Issue We 
managed to ensure that Russian [mrhtary] pensioners are granted equal rights 
with Estonian cmzens 8 

However, there had stall been no drscussron of the final unresolved issue the status of 

Paldisk! Retreating to another office m the Kremlin -- at this point, the meeting scheduled for 

mnety mmutes had stretched beyond five hours -- Men and Yeltsin agreed that Lurk should 

remam m Moscow a second day to work out that aBeement, as well Clearly, though, the 

question of the term of Russian occupancy could be decided only by the Presidents After a 

brief discussron, Yeltsm and Men agreed that the Paldrskr facrhty would be manned by Russran 

personnel durmg a drsmantlement period lasting thnteen months after the troop wrthdrawal 

deadline, reverting to Estonian control on September 3 1, 1995 ” The resolutron of that problem 

lessened the time pressure on both sides, and the Paldrskl agreement -- thoroughly vetted by 

Russran and Estoman legal and treaty experts -- was completed and signed nme days after the 

Men-Yeltsin meeting 

on August 3 1, 1994. Estoma and Latvia marked the wnhdrawal of the final Russmn 

mrlitary forces from then soil 



27 

ENDNOTES 

’ The United States had never acknowledged the forcible mcorporatlon of the Baltlcs mto the USSR m 1940 as a 
consequence of the Molotov-hbbentropp pact It thus remamed for Washmgton only to “re”-establish formal 
dlplomanc ties with Estonia, Latvia and Llthuama, a step accomphshed on September 2, 199 1 The final act was 
played out 4 days later vrrhen the USSR State Council bowed to reality and acknowledged that the three Baltic states 
now lay outside the borders of the Umon of Soviet Soclahst Republics 
’ Krlstlan Gemer and Stefan Hedhmd, The Balm States and the End of the Sowet Emprre (London Routlegde, 
19931,~ 67 
3 Gemer and Hedhmd, p 169 
’ Steven Woehrel, “The Baltic States U S Policy Concerns,” Congressional Research Service Issue Brief 
(Washmgton Library of Congress), p 5 
’ ITAR-TASS. June 2” J, 1993 Yeltsm’s support for the Raltlcs had a personal aspect, as a Soviet Commumst 
official, he had vacatloned m Latvia and become acquamted with some of the Baltic leaders who went on to head 
the early pro-mdependence movements of the late 1980s 
6 Jurl Lmk, mtervle\+ by the author, February 2 1, 1996 
7 Llthuaqla had adopted a cltlzenshlp law m 19S9 -- SIX months before declarmg mdependence fkom the USSR -- 
which allowed an) one resident m the country to become a cmzen wlthm at most two years, Just for the askmg 
When the mmal offer expired m 199 1, however, Llthuama replaced it with requirements mcludmg a language test 
and ten bears of residence 
’ Sauhus Gu-mus, “Llthuama’s Foreign Policy,” Radio Free Europe/Radro Llbet ty Reseat ch Report, 
Vol 2, No 35, September 1993, p 24 
9 ITAR-TASS April 5, 1993 
lo ITAR-TASS, June 23, 1993 
I1 Rossuskaya Gazeta, June 25, 1993 
I2 Sauhus Gnnms, “Llthuama’s Foreign Pohcy,” Radio Free Em ope/lRadro Llber0 Research Report, Vol 2, 
No 35, September 1993 p 28 West European reaction was also sharply crmcal, promptmg the Estomans to submit 
the law to the Council of Europe and the CSCE for comment Estoma subsequently modified the law m accordance 
with the European recommendations, but the Imgermg damage done -- both by the orlgmal law, and by Moscow’s 
reaction -- further polsoned the atmosphere of the Russian-Estoman dlscusslons 
l3 Adrian Bndge, ‘In the Baltics, Hugh Anxiety,” The Independent, Apnl 1994 
” Ibzd Followmg formal protests, Russian officials humed to clarify that Kozyrev had been referrmg to countries 
of the Commonwealth of Independent States -- a groupmg that did not mclude the Baltlcs But the damage to the 
psychologlcal atmosphere surroundmg the withdrawal talks was already done, m much the same way that Estoma’s 
redraft of the Law on Ahens never full] erased the unpresslon of anti-Russmn bias that the mmal draft had 
conveyed 
l5 N Muslyenko, ‘Estonia Stands Its Ground, and So Does Rusna,” Pravda, March 10, 1994, p 1 
l6 Carl Blldt, “The Baltic Litmus Test,” Forezgn Affazrs, September/October 1994, p 72 
l7 Strobe Talbott, mtervlew by the author, March 26, 1996 
l8 Nicholas Burns, mtervlew by the author, Februar) 20, 1996 
l9 The amendments m question were contamed m P L 102-5 11 (The Freedom Support Act) as well as forei_= aid 
approprlatlons leglslatlon for FY 1993 (P L 102-39 1 j Amendments hnkmg contmued aid to the troop withdrawal 
were adopted m approprlatlons for FY1994 and FY 1995, as &ell The leglslatlon required the President to certify 
that “substantial withdrawal” had occurred, or that a tunetable for withdrawal had been reached between Russia and 
the Baltic states 
” Nicholas Burns, mtervlew by the author, February 20, 1996 
” Amb O~ars Kalnms, mtervlew by the author, March 1, 1996 
” Xlcholas Burns, mten lew bq the author, February 20. 1996 
23 Author’s mtemlews with Klcholas Eums, February 20, 1996 and Amb Oars Kalnms, March 1, 1996 
” In other meetmgs, diplomats from Germany and Sweden provided their capitals’ view on the benefits of the 
Skrunda agreement Durmg the visit, U S officials agreed to provide fundmg for the demohtlon of an uncompleted 
12-story radar tower that dommated the countryside around Skrunda, the Latvian delegation stressed the nnportance 



28 

of the demohtlon as a visible demonstranon to the Latvmn people that the Skrunda agreement \+as not a one-sided 
deal 
” Amb OJars Kalnms, mtervlew bJ the author, March 1, 1996 
26 Steven Wohrel, The Balm States US Poky Concerns, Congressional Research Service Issue Brief 
(Washmgton Library of Congress), September 20,1995 
” Jury Lulk, mtervlew by the author, Februaq 21 1996 
” U S officials had mltlally identified Talhrm as the Ideal site for the Preedent’s Baltic visit, to mcrease the 
pressure on Russia to wnhdraw its troops The stop was changed to &ga when White House advance men 
discovered that the mam runway at Talhnn’s an-port was too short to accommodate An Force One 
29 Interview with Nicholas Burns, February 20, 1996 
3o Interview with Jun Lmk, Februq 2 1, 1996 
3 ’ Intervlew with Nicholas Burns, February 20, 1996 
32 Transcript of Press Conference by President Clmton and President Yeltsm, White House Press Office, Naples, 
;$y, July 10, 1994 

Jurl Lmk, mtervlew by the author, February 2 1,1996 
35 U S -Swedish cooperation was a vital component of the effort to help push the Baltic withdrawal Issue across the 
fmlsh lme In a 1994 White House meetmg, President Clmton and visltmg Smedlsh Prune Mmlster Carl Blldt agreed 
that Bddf would contact Russian Foreign Mmlster Kozyrev and Estoman officials to try to faclhtate progress m the 
talks Nlicholas Burns mtervierv by the author, February 20 and April 30, 1996, Background Briefmg By Semor 
Admmls 
35 Jm L 

anon Of&la1 White House Press Office, Washmgton, July 27, 1994 
IT 

36 
Ik, mtervlew by the author, February 21,1996 

Acco ts m the Russian and Estonian media characterized the Malk-Churkm meetmgs as 
xl 

fruitless” and yleldmg 
“no subs tive results ” 
” Jun L 
j8 Lmk 

Ik, mtervlew by the author, February 21 1996 
ll tervlew, Februaq 2 1, 1996 

F j9 Lulk mtervlew, Februaq 2 1, 1996 
A’ Lulk mtervlew, February 2 1, 1996 
a’ because of the unexpected rush to complete this second agreement there was no Estonian-language version of 
the text, President Merl slgned onl!, the Russian variant Thus became an issue with domes& crmcs of the 
agreement m Estonia, who contended that Merl had been pressured by Yeltsm and Kozyrev mto acceptmg a deal 
that favored Russia because the Estoman delegation m Moscow did not full3 understand the nuances of the Rusnan- 
language text 
” ITAR-TASS, July 27, 1994 
j3 Jurl Lmk, mtervlew by the author, February 21,1996 


